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Minutes of February 21, 2008 Task Force Meeting
Midcoast Bypass Task Force Meeting Report February 21, 2008 1st Congregational Church,
Wiscasset Attending: Norma Dreyfus, Friends of Coastal Preservation; Tom Woodin, Boothbay
Harbor; Don Jones, Wiscasset; Dave Bertran, Westport Island; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; Dave
King Sr., Woolwich; David Nichols, Wiscasset; Bob Faunce, Lincoln County; Jo Cameron,
Edgecomb; Amanda Russell, Edgecomb; Dick Thomas, Chewonki Foundation; Ross Edwards,
Boothbay; Dale Doughty, MaineDOT; Ed Hanscom, MaineDOT, Mark Hasselman, FHWA; Carol
Morris, Morris Communications The meeting began at 6:32 pm. Update: Traffic Diversion
Analysis Process Dale: After the last meeting, Carol spoke with the Task Force members who
had most strongly expressed the desire to continue to look at this analysis (Don, Bob and
Amanda) in order to make sure we were able to address their specific concerns. We then talked
with Federal Highway and decided to use their services to have a peer review done on the
analysis, in order to put everyone’s concerns at rest. To make sure that the analysis is
appropriate to this level of project, we will look at other types of analysis taking place in other
parts of the country. What is important to MaineDOT and also to Mark (FHWA) is that we can
assure the sustainability of any new analysis we do in the face of any legal challenge. Carol: Do
you know yet what the time frame for this will be? Dale; No. Calls have been made to see if
this can be accommodated. Gerald (Varney, FHWA) is optimistic. The trouble is that travel
demand modeling is really only done by two people in the state and as I said, any new analysis
must be able to meet a legal challenge. Carol: In other words, any new process that is used
without a precedent could potentially be the route for a legal challenge, even if this new
process was done for all the right reasons. Task Force member: Are we doing anything that was
not done before? Dale: Not yet, but when modeling the traffic diversions, we would need
precedent. Our Federal Highway partners can help us with this. Task Force member: If you
don’t do something new, you’ll end up with the same problems. Dale: Exactly. Dale: In general,
in our existing analysis, we have chosen rigorous travel time as a model. Is that appropriate in
this case? Wiscasset has been called unique by some. Is that true? Are there techniques being
used that are more appropriate, and if so, how do we use them? Bob Faunce: At the meeting at
Eddy School we talked about the possibility of looking at economic development – does a
bypass spur development where it starts and ends, at the nodes. We were thinking that Conway
might be a good example to analyze. I have not been able to find anything on that. Dale:
NCHRP has a couple of bypass analysis documents where the results are indeterminate – some
places are bypassed with great successes, some not. What I have seen shows that successful
growth occurs when a place has a vision of what it is and can market that. Wiscasset is a
definite place. I hope we can find something that supports this. Bob: In Conway there were
specific development problems where Route 16 was maxed out, both traffic and land. The
bypass opened up land without traffic constraints. Does this have relevance? For example,
Route 1 in Wiscasset south of the proposed bypass has potential to upgrade or densify. Dale:
The next task force meeting is in two weeks, let’s see what we find. Carol: Okay, shall we
move to Ed’s presentation? Dale: One more point I want to make. I want to talk about the
difference between the alternatives, the difference in benefits. The biggest difference is
between no-build and any of the alternatives. Carol and I have talked about this, and I want to
make sure everyone is clear: these alternatives are the finalists, they’re all close in terms of
the traffic benefits they offer. The decision will be based on all the impacts, environmental,
etc., not just traffic alone. The chart points this out. No-build is way to one side, while all the
alternatives have a relatively similar effect. They are clustered together - they are all finalists

because their benefit is similar. All factors will weigh into the decision on the alternative. The
relative differences are small compared to no-build. TRAFFIC DIVERSION ANALYSIS Ed passed
out charts from the DEIS showing volume/travel time curves, VMT and VHT by alternative, and
emissions analysis. Ed: Any questions about the table? Carol: Why don’t you walk us through it?
Ed: The top exhibit shows vehicle miles traveled by alternative (for 2030). On a summer day, it
shows the annual total, and the change in annual total. We are showing you here the number of
miles traveled and the number of hours traveled under no-build and under each of the
alternatives. Since each bypass alternative is a longer route than the existing route, the VMT
(vehicle miles traveled) increases. But because people will travel faster on any of the bypass
routes, the VHT (vehicles hours traveled) is shorter. One vehicle hour equals one vehicle in
traffic for an hour, or 100 vehicles for a tenth of a mile. The reason the VHT goes down is
because the bypass would provide additional road capacity, making it possible to avoid the
backups that people experience today. Time spent in traffic adds up in vehicle hours, if not
miles. Dale: Essentially, this chart reminds people that the difference between the alternatives
is minor compared to doing nothing. David King: If a car is stuck in Woolwich… how do you
know the length of time it takes to get through? Ed: If you know speeds of vehicles and
distances, then time can be found. Speed is measured by our in-ground sensors, which measure
the gap between front and back tires. Ed: These benefits are converted on the next table to
travel benefits. We measure in terms of dollar amounts, valuing it at $12 per vehicle hour and
fifteen cents per vehicle mile. The VMT goes up because people have to travel further… this
creates negative benefit. This is relatively small compared to the time benefits. We also look
at the change in crash numbers - looking at crash rates now vs. with a proposed bypass route.
Lowering the crash rate leads to safety Tom Woodin: What is the crash rate now? Ed: Annually,
it’s around 60 crashes. Task Force member: What is the assumed annual growth rate for traffic?
Ed: Based on travel demand measures, we anticipate roughly a 1.25% increase per year. Don
Jones: You have said that you estimate the benefit from trains and other methods of shifting
traffic to reduce traffic by 8%. Is that overall or per year? Ed: That is overall. Don: To kick in
when? Ed: We’ve seen a little bit of that, but certainly expect it to continue during the study
period. Carol: Is this factored into the 1.25% annual traffic increase? Ed: Yes. Without this, it
would be closer to 1.5% Don: That seems rather generous … do you have something to base that
on? Ed: Yes, that was based on the Route 1 Study that was completed in 1995 by VHB
(engineering firm). Don: Oh yes, the Vanasse Hangen Brustlin study. I remember. Ed: The study
was quite accurate for two years. It hasn’t been revisited, and would be very expensive to
reproduce it. It provided us with a foundation for passenger transport information. Dale: Again,
even if we had new updated information on that, it would not affect the proportional benefits
of the alternatives. It’s nice information, but not critical to this decision. Tom Woodin: I’m
surprised that crashes only go down 25%. I’d think it would be higher due to uniqueness of
downtown Wiscasset in terms of the amount of traffic, pedestrians, curves. I would think a
bypass would end all the crashes. Ed: Well, even bypasses have crashes. Dale: Sure, especially
because the traffic is going faster and farther. There is more potential for serious crashes even
in safer environment. Ed: The other table is on emissions. Dale: If someone were interested…
we didn’t do a greenhouse gas analysis, but we can take a rough stab at it. In no-build, cars
idling would create the greatest difference. Ed: NOx is nitrogen oxide – VOC is volatile organic
compounds. NOx in no build is pretty steady, in the low 90s. In VOC, no build is 98 with others
in the 60s. The alternatives are pretty similar. Net change, with VOCs, their lowest emissions
are at about 15 mph. Stop and go traffic will do that if you reduce the amount of that you’ll
reduce organic emissions. That’s why there’s a 1/3 drop. For NOx there’s not much of a drop
because the minimum NOx emission is at 30 mph. Tom Woodin: Are pedestrian accidents a

problem? Ed: There are very few pedestrian crashes, and these numbers include all crashes.
Task Force member: Is there a way to calculate fuel savings? Dale: Fuel savings will mimic VHT
and VOC emissions. The difference in VOC includes efficiency of vehicles. I think you’d see a
drop as vehicles get more efficient. The measure of tons per day for greenhouse gases would
have a direct relationship. Why don’t we commit to developing a measure of the benefits for
that? (General agreement.) Task Force member: Keep in mind new types of cars and fuel will
be available in 20 years. Dale: Yes, but we’ll have to base it on vehicles now. Newer, cleaner
vehicles are coming out. There’s a lot of uncertainty Ed: The other chart shows the volume
travel time curve. The bottom is travel time in minutes. It says that, for each route, as the
volume of vehicles increases, travel time stays the same up until a certain point where curve
starts. The build alternatives all have similar curve because they are controlled access: no
facilities, no driveways, no obstacles close to the road, no pedestrians, no parking/turning,
Dale: It’s like a smooth pipe. David Nichols: I have a question: on the chart it says the travel
time in minutes is 12 minutes to get to where? On the Davey Bridge? Ed: All times are based on
a common start and common end point. (Discussion about where the end point is: Route
1/Atlantic Highway intersection in Edgecomb.) Ed: The curve you see here is the same one you
saw last meeting for the equilibrium model. Today we want to show you what if the downtown
Wiscasset on Route 1 involves traffic calming. We did another set of curves, I’ll hand those out.
Carol: What traffic calming methods did you envision? Ed: I didn’t get into specifics of what the
traffic calming would be. I used the assumption that traffic would be reduced by 5 mph, based
on this graph. Compare the two charts, and notice that the bypass curves are exactly the same,
but the Davey Bridge is different. At the point of zero traffic, the black curve representing the
Davey Bridge starts at a different place. What that means for diversion is that the effect of
traffic calming on all alternatives is to divert more traffic to a bypass. But there is a higher
proportion diverted to the longer routes because the slower the traffic flow is in the
downtown, the more attractive those longer routes will look to motorists. Norma Dreyfus: Why
is there such a low number for N8c? Ed: Because it’s shorter, N8c has a time advantage over
the existing route and other bypass routes. Norma: Does this chart say that N8c leaves 5,400
cars going across the Davey Bridge without traffic calming? Ed: Yes. Norma: So when you look
at it this way, there’s a big traffic benefit to traffic calming? Ed: Not necessarily, it depends on
what you are trying to do. Dale: That brings us to a question. What is the purpose – the benefits
- of this project? As stated previously and in the DEIS, it is to reduce congestion in the
downtown - not move as many vehicles as possible out of the downtown. There is a difference.
Dave Bertran: Regarding those benefits, have you calculated the benefits to the part of Route 1
that is south of NAPA? Ed: Yes, we have taken backups into account. They are part of vehicle
hours traveled. Dale: The effect of traffic calming on downtown would be substantial. That’s
why traffic calming wasn’t calculated the first time we ran these numbers. Maybe we should
revisit that. Amanda Russell: Let’s talk about the next two parts of this chart. Ed: First, the
reason why there is congestion downtown is the high number of vehicles. There are 1,900
vehicles going through on an hourly basis. Ed: Because of this, just a little relief will help a lot.
Dale: Cars diverted will reduce congestion the most. Task Force member: What about the
projected increase in traffic? We don’t want to build a bypass that is obsolete in 30 years. Ed:
The highest hourly volume, based on projections, is 2,900 in 2030. Given that growth, there is
not much chance of outgrowing it for a long time. We have 1,900 vehicles going through just
the Route 1 downtown now. As long as we keep two routes (the bypass and the Davey Bridge),
we have plenty of capacity. If we removed the Davey Bridge, capacity would be reduced by
1,900 cars. It’s not really in our best interest to do that. Task Force member: So N2F and N8c
would be very similar in terms of traffic diversion? Ed: All four of the alternatives would get

closer and closer together. We should be selective on what kind of traffic calming we do. After
a bypass was built, you could consider using a roundabout at the Route 27 intersections. If you
had a bypass, the traffic would be much more balanced. Dale: It would also slow people way
down going though the village. Tom: For N2aN2h, the chart says 33,000 cars go across, 17,000
on bypass. That’s a 50/50 split. If 80% is through-traffic, wouldn’t the bypass be more
attractive to through-traffic? Ed: You expect people to make a decision based on travel time,
but with N2a and N2H, the existing route would be first choice. Tom: I think that people won’t
realize that they’re in traffic until they’re in it. Dale: Then what decision will you make
tomorrow? Ed: People will change according to experience. INTERSECTION DISCUSSION Dale:
We did our homework, and have some preliminary numbers on intersections, so let’s go through
it. Amanda: Or we can go home a half-hour early. Ross Edwards: We should look at it all in the
same meeting. Carol: Based on everyone’s faces, that’s a popular idea. But before we go, I
have a couple of short comments, and then I need to ask if our member of the public wants to
speak. The East Coast Greenway Alliance would like the MaineDOT to consider a bike path – a
multi-use path – for the entire length of whatever route is ultimately built. Some of you are
copied; I’ll send it to people who are not. Reminder: the next two meetings are at the Lincoln
County Communications Room. Remember all info is on the website at
www.midcoastbypass.com. PUBLIC COMMENT The member of the public attending stated she
did not want to speak. (Reporter for Wiscasset Newspaper.) The meeting ended at 8:07 pm.

